(A). Though this is not directly relevant to the discussion below, this patterning means that the language can be characterised as Ergative in alignment. The three sets of affixes are these: 'The plant did not thrive' vs 'The ferns did not allow the harvest to thrive' 1 To save space the schwa that may, depending on the stress-patterning, be associated with all the unaccompanied consonantal affixes is not indicated; a schwa in immediate contact with the voiceless uvular fricative is lowered to / /. 2 Square brackets enclose morphemes present but not realised phonetically. A full-stop indicates a morpheme-boundary; brackets around such morpheme-boundaries mean that the boundaries in question are not important, and the morphemes concerned are not individually glossed. The medial rhotic in the word for 'harvest' is the Causative markers, as shewn by the agent-affix in: 'they 3 harvested it/them 1 '. 
The first alternative is explicable, if one assumes that the preverb has become fused with the root, but the second example contravenes all the rules, as the negative infix should NEVER precede any Set 2 affix present in the complex. Substituting a plural entity as indirect object produces: The open vowel that seemed to be part of the root in the examples of (6) has disappeared, which would not happen if it were actually part of the root. It is, in truth, likely that 'hear' in Abkhaz is not (in origin, at least) transitive but a bivalent intransitive with the same indirect object marking prefix / / more unambiguously attested in the second verb of (7) whether or not a preverb is present along with the structure of both preverb and root), neither test can be guaranteed to provide a definitive answer 4 .
We can now finally return to address the question of the structure of the complex root / (.) (.) /. We know from example (2) that Abkhaz for '(the) head' is / / 3 For an exact parallel in the sister-language Ubykh see Vogt (1963 Vogt ( .170, entry 1502 '(S)he rejoiced' vs '(S)he rejoiced at them'
Here, when an indirect object is present, the same preverb as the one in example (3) It is true that the semantics here are not perfect, but the idea of healing, mending, soothing the heart is perhaps not too distant from that of making it joyful. in the process of forming the complex root for 'yawn', another element is required.
This looks to be the root of the verb 'hit', which we encountered in examples (4) '(S)he did not go around the house' vs '(S)he did not skirt round the hill'
In the first example of (14) the subject goes right round the house, whilst in the second the suggestion is that a deviation on one's route is necessary because of a hill blocking the direct path, and that is the force provided by the insertion of the additional preverb, which usually implies the notion 'over (the surface of)' and is clearly related to the noun for 'head'. Both forms in (14) Here we see fusion into a complex root of the basic preverb, which together with the original simplex root provides the notion of 'circling round', whilst the new preverb seems to retain more of its original nominal force than is attested in either of the second verbs seen in (14) and (14'), so that a literal rendition here would be something akin to 'we caused our walk to come round to a head' or 'we rounded off our walk'.
One morphological analysis, then, applies to the literal meaning of 'making go round (the surface)', whilst quite another applies to the metaphorical meaning of 'making come to a head = winding up/completing'. This expression can also mean 'I set off (thither)', but the more usual way of indicating the start of motion is to fuse the first external NP with the verb-form so that it occupies the slot normally taken by the Set 1 pronominal affix, to give: 16''. . synonymous, all that the Causative marker is doing in (16'') is underlying the verb's basic transitivity. This is a function of the causative which is not unknown elsewhere in the Caucasus 7 , whereas no parallels (from South Caucasian, at least) with the sort of examples examined earlier in this paper come to mind. 5 The parallelism with English, where 'heading for' is synonymous with 'moving in the direction of', is obvious. 6 Another verb in which this nominal root is incorporated into the verb to stand (without any possessive accompaniment) in place of the normal Set 1 pronominal prefix is the word for 'call, shout', as in: vs the.child mouth.he.?give.PAST.FIN(-AOR) the.rooster mouth.it.?give.PAST.FIN(-AOR) 'The child cried out' vs 'The cock crowed' Is the root here linked to that for 'giving' (= / /)? Though the incorporated element is occupying the Set 1 affixal slot, it is also interpreted as a preverb, which accounts for the presence of / / as subjectaffix in the second verb here. 7 For example, in Georgian if / / is the intransitive 'X is running', we have the transitive equivalent (at one level of causation) / / 'X runs Y = makes Y move quickly', which is a dialectal form, and then the normal morphological causative built on this gives us / /, which does not mean 'X makes Y make Z run' but is rather the simple transitive 'X makes Y run' or 'X conveys X at a run'.
The next set of cases, in most of which the causative again figures, also illustrate a phenomenon with which I am not familiar elsewhere. Before adducing any examples it is necessary to introduce a new item of verbal morphology. This is the complex reciprocal marker / ( ) (.) /, which is found in transitive verb-forms and (usually) takes the place of the anticipated Set 3 pronominal prefix (though, where the reciprocality holds between transitive subject and indirect object, the affix sometimes replaces the latter), e.g. 17.
vs ( 'The teacher promised the pupil help'
To understand the structure, we need to note that Georgian has two sets of pronominal agreement-affixes, set out below: Table 2 Agreement-pattern A in Georgian where we can hypothesise that originally here the now dropped agent 9 will have been something concrete like 'the disease' or more abstract like 'Providence'.
Whilst the verb in (28) is admittedly on the margins of Georgian grammar, there is an entire class, many of whose members are extremely common, and these verbs (the Medials) have stimulated much discussion over the years as to their true nature. To limit the discussion here to their morphosyntax in the Aorist Indicative, we can say that the essence of their peculiarity lies in the fact that in most cases they are used with only an overt subject, with the result that they have been interpreted as intransitive, and yet this subject stands in the case which is normally rendered in 10 / / can either mean 'X goes to sleep' as a Present or 'X will sleep' as a Medial(-type) Future. / / is the Future for 'X will go to sleep', not a prototypical Medial but a transitive verb without overt direct object whose subjective version is explained in the same way as that of regular Medials. 'X is asleep' is represented by the Stative Present / /, a morphologically bipersonal intransitive whose sole surface-argument stands in the Dative; its usual Future form is / /, another morphologically bipersonal intransitive form with sole surface-argument in the Dative. 11 One can either interpret this as the speech-particle, which serves to mark the original words spoken or thought, and translate it as 'it is said' or see it as a vowel added (as is / / sometimes) to make up the requisite number of syllables.
appear to be at first glance. A careful consideration of the general morphosyntactic patterning of the language in question, however, usually resolves any problems, though the results of misanalyses by native speakers which become established in a language can always present difficulties. 
